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virtually in the same neighborhood. 
Terrorists could smuggle themselves, 
traditional weapons, chemical or bio-
logical weapons, or even nuclear weap-
ons. We know about the availability of 
smaller, more compact, more deadly 
weapons that are being developed. 

We have seen what happened in the 
past. In April 2005, security guards at 
the Port of Los Angeles found 28 
human beings, Chinese nationals, who 
were smuggled into the country in two 
cargo containers. In October 2002, 
Italian authorities found a suspected 
Egyptian terrorist living in a shipping 
container en route to Canada. Accord-
ing to a news report at the time, he 
had a laptop computer, two cell 
phones, a Canadian passport, security 
passes for airports in three countries, a 
certificate identifying him as an air-
line mechanic, and airport maps. We 
can’t let that happen. 

We have screened all airline pas-
sengers for weapons, and we do it be-
cause Congress passed a strong law 
with clear deadlines. Of course, that 
forced the Bush administration to act. 
We need to screen all cargo containers 
for weapons. That is why we have to 
pass a strong law now. 

Some in the industry and the admin-
istration say 100 percent screening can-
not be done without crippling our econ-
omy. Let me tell my colleagues what 
would cripple commerce—that would 
be another terrorist attack. We lost 700 
New Jerseyans and a total of over 3,000 
people on 9/11. I don’t want my State or 
anybody in our country to lose any 
more. This amendment will give us the 
tools and incentives we need to help 
prevent an attack on our ports, and it 
will help protect our economy and 
American lives. 

I am proud to cosponsor the amend-
ment and urge my colleagues to sup-
port it. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico. 
Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to speak for up to 6 
minutes prior to the recess. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(The remarks of Mr. BINGAMAN per-
taining to the introduction of S. 739 are 
located in today’s RECORD under 
‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.’’) 

AMENDMENT NO. 281 WITHDRAWN 
Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, prior 

to yielding the floor, I ask unanimous 
consent to withdraw my amendment, 
No. 281, to the pending bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The amend-
ment is withdrawn. 

f 

RECESS 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the Senate stands 
in recess until 4 p.m. 

Thereupon, the Senate, at 3:01 p.m., 
recessed until 4 p.m. and reassembled 
when called to order by the Presiding 
Officer (Ms. KLOBUCHAR). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama is recognized. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent to speak as in 
morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SESSIONS. I would ask to be no-
tified in 8 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will be notified. 

(The remarks of Mr. SESSIONS are 
printed in today’s RECORD under 
‘‘Morning Business.’’) 
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IMPROVING AMERICA’S SECURITY 
ACT OF 2007—Continued 

AMENDMENT NO. 298 
Mr. LIEBERMAN. Madam President, 

at 4:45, there will be a vote on or in re-
lation to the amendment offered by 
Senator SCHUMER and Senator MENEN-
DEZ. I wish to explain very briefly—and 
Senator COLLINS will speak later—on 
why we did not include this provision 
in the committee bill. 

This provision which Senators SCHU-
MER and MENENDEZ have offered mir-
rors the section of the House-passed 9/ 
11 bill. It was not actually called for by 
the 9/11 Commission, specifically, but it 
obviously relates to security and our 
concern about nuclear weapons or dirty 
bombs coming in through the thou-
sands of containers that enter our 
ports every day. 

The reasons our committee in its de-
liberation in bringing this bill to the 
floor did not include language similar 
to the House bill is, first, the 9/11 Com-
mission didn’t ask for it, and most of 
what we have done, though not all, was 
included in that report; but, secondly, 
we acted last year in adopting the 
SAFE Port Act, enacted into law on 
October 13, 2006. 

It does provide for a pilot program at 
three foreign ports to provide for the 
scanning of cargo containers by radi-
ation detection monitors and x-ray de-
vices required under this proposal. 
There will be a report coming 6 months 
after the end of that one year pilot pro-
gram. Among other responsibilities 
dictated by the law, the Secretary of 
Homeland Security will be required to 
report not only on how the pilot pro-
gram went, but when we will achieve 
the goal of which—reading from the 
law, section 232—‘‘all containers enter-
ing the United States, before such con-
tainers arrive in the United States, 
shall as soon as possible be scanned 
using nonintrusive imaging equipment 
and radiation detection equipment.’’ 

In other words, existing law requires 
that we move—and I quote again—‘‘as 
soon as possible to 100 percent scanning 
of all of the containers coming into the 
country.’’ It requires the Secretary to 
report on how we are moving toward 
that goal, and when he thinks we can 
achieve it, every 6 months. 

In my opinion, existing law has a 100- 
percent goal right now, with reporting 
every 6 months to the relevant com-
mittees. Senators SCHUMER and MENEN-

DEZ have asked that it occur within 5 
years and actually give a 1-year waiver 
opportunity to the Secretary. 

At this point, I say respectfully that 
this requirement is premature. I hope 
that under current law, ‘‘as soon as 
possible’’ will occur before 5 years 
time. To my friends who offer the 
amendment, if after the first 6-month 
report, due next April, or the second 6- 
month report, it looks like, based on 
what the Secretary reports, 100 percent 
scanning of containers coming into the 
country is to be much more delayed 
than I had hoped it would be, then I 
will join them in offering an amend-
ment that will have a definite date by 
which 100 percent scanning should 
occur. It is for that reason that our 
committee did not include this section. 
We talked about it and decided not to 
include it—as it was in the House bill, 
because we think existing law does at 
least as good, and perhaps a better job. 
I will respectfully oppose the amend-
ment. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New York is recognized. 
Mr. SCHUMER. Madam President, I 

know the time is divided equally. How 
much time does each side have? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York has 16 minutes. 
The Senator from Connecticut has 7 
minutes 21 seconds. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Madam President, I 
have a great deal of respect for my col-
league, and I know he cares a great 
deal about protecting our country. But 
with all due respect, I cannot stand 
here and say that the SAFE Port Act 
does enough. The SAFE Port Act says 
that 100 percent scanning must be im-
posed ‘‘as soon as possible.’’ It might as 
well say whenever DHS feels like it. 

For somebody like myself and my 
colleague from New Jersey and my col-
league from New York, we have been 
waiting for DHS to do this ‘‘as soon as 
possible’’ for 4 years. We have been 
alerting DHS to this terrible potential 
tragedy we face—a nuclear weapon 
being smuggled into our harbors, a nu-
clear weapon exploding on a ship right 
off our harbors—for years. DHS just 
slow-walks it. Why? 

Part of the reason is that they are 
never adequately funded, which is no 
fault of my colleague from Con-
necticut. But the administration does 
not like to spend money on anything 
domestic. They never put the adequate 
money into it. It is amazing to me that 
they will spend everything it takes to 
fight a war on terror overseas. Some of 
that is well spent and some, I argue, is 
not. Nonetheless, they spend it. They 
won’t spend hardly a nickel, figu-
ratively speaking, to protect us on de-
fense at home. So the progress has been 
slow. 

This is not the first time I have of-
fered amendments to prod DHS to do 
more on nuclear detection devices, on 
port security. I don’t know why anyone 
in this Chamber, faced with the poten-
tial tragedy that we have, would decide 
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